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M r .  Ar thur  K. Bol ton 
A t t ~ r n e y  General  
132 J u d i c i a l  Bu i ld ing  
hO C a p i t o l  Square 
At lanta ,  Georgia 30334 

Dear M r .  Bolton: 

Th i s  l e t t e r  i s  i n  r e p l y  t o  your l e t t e r  of 
A p r i l  19, 1968 submi t t ing  t o  t h e  Attorney General, 
pursuant  t o  S e c t i o n  5 of t h e  Voting Rights  Act of 
1965, t h e  amendments t o  t h e  Georgia E l e c t i o n  Code 
ado t e d  by t h e  Georgia Gencral  Assembly i n  t h e  
1968 Sess ion .  

A s  you a r e  aware, t h e  Voting Rights  Act of 
1-963provided f o r  t h e  suspension of l i t e r a c y  t e s t s  
and o t h e r  dev ices  i n  c e r t a i n  s t a t e s  and coun t i e s  
where, i n  t h e  judgment of t h e  Congress, such t e s t s  
and dev ices  had 'been  used t o  d i sc r imina te  on account 
of r a c e .  Georgia was one of t h e  s t a t e s  covered 
b y  t h i s  suspension.  

Due t o  t h e  suspension of t h e  t e s t  p rev ious ly  
r equ i red  by t h e  s t a t e ,  it i s  reasonable t o  a n t i c i p a t e  
t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  now more r e g i s t e r e d  e l e c t o r s  who r e -
q u i r e  a s s i s t a n c e  t h a n  i n  1964 when it appears  t h a t  
unlimited a s s i s t a n c e  t o  i l l i t e r a t e  v o t e r s  was allowed 
by t h e  Georgia E l e c t i o n  Code. One of t h e  p r i n c i p l e  
bases  f o r  Congress '  z c t i o n  i n  suspend.ing t h c  t e s t s  
was t o  i n s u r e  t h a t  equa l  vot ing  r i g h t s  would b e  
enjoyed b y  Negroes. 

On t h i s  baclcground, it i s  my judgment t h a t  
the  State of Georgia has  a s p e c i a l  burden i n  j u s t i -  
f y i n g  t h e  r educ t ion ,  i n  Sec t ion  13 of 4 c t  No. 997, 
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of t h e  number of i l l i t e r a t e  e l ec to r s  who may be 
a s s i s t e d  by an  ind iv idua l  ab l e  e l e c t o r .  Such 
ju s t i fFca t ion  would have t o  meet the  standards s e t  
out i n  U.S. v. S t a t e  of Mississippi ,  256 P .  Supp.
344 ( s . ~ M ~ s s . ,  Fortson,2611960) and Morris v. 
F. Supp. 538 (N.D. G a . ,  1966).s you a r e  aware, 
the cour t  i n  orris said that l im i t i ng  t o  one t h e  
number of i l l i t e r a t e  e l ec to r s  who may be a s s i s t e d  
by a n  able e l e c t o r  was unreasonable but t h e  allowance 
of t e n  w a s  reasonable. 

Your submission with your l e t t e r  of Apr i l  19, 
1968 d id  not include any f a c t s  which show t h e  reasonable- 
ness of t h e  reduct ion t o  f i v e  other  than your i l l u s -  
t r a t i o n  concerning the  capaci ty  of a normal passenger 
veh ic le .  

Under these  circumstances, I !nust, On behaLf 
of t h e  Attorney General, in terpose  an object ion t o  the  
change contained i n  Sect ion 13 of Act No. 997. Should 
you wish t o  p r e s m t  a j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  t h e  reasonable-
ness of t h e  change, t h e  Attorney General would b e  pleased 
t o  recansider  h i s  pos i t i on  i n  l i g h t  of those f a c t s .  

Sincerely,  

STEPHEN 3. POLLAK 
Ass is tan t  Attorney General 

C i v i l  Rights Division 


